A new measure of adherence to traditional values was created with the objective of facilitating research within and across cultures and nations. The measure was tested in China (N = 321) and Russia (N = 314) and factor analysis of the data revealed two subscales named Personal Traditional Values (10 items) and Public Traditional Values (6 items). Empirical psychometric testing of the overall 16-item measure and the two subscales strongly supported the validity and reliability of all three measures. Means comparisons conducted to assess how well the measures could be used for cross-cultural comparisons revealed the Russians somewhat more than the Chinese living by traditional values overall, both nations about equal on living according to traditional values in their personal lives, and the Russians significantly more inclined to abide by traditional values in public. Also tested were several social and psychological variables as theoretical predictors of living by traditional values, and Life Satisfaction was tested as a possible correlate of living according to traditional values. Regression analyses on the combined data confirmed that Family Emotional Support, Conscientiousness, Collectivism, and Age were all significant positive predictors of living by traditional values. Additional regressions also found some unique predictors for each nation. These findings and the results of the parametric tests support the use of the new scales for measuring traditional values both within and across cultures.
This definition of culture helps clarify what may be assessed when studying "values," namely, the definition specifies that values are not identical to beliefs, attitudes, or behaviors. Rather, values should be understood to be conceptually distinct from, not the equivalent of, the other facets of culture.
Finally, the adjectival term "traditional" may be defined from its etymological Latin roots, which means to "transmit across," that is, to transmit something across a barrier or distance, including across generations. Thus, the term "traditional values" should be defined as "Ideas that are considered to be of great importance in life and that are, or have been, transmitted from one generation to succeeding generations."
Previous Measures of Values
It should be stated first that the intention here is not to deny the existing approaches to research on values, but rather to expand on the theory and provide an additional, original scale for more effective examination of people's adherence to traditional values. It should also be noted that attempts to measure societal values have been troubled not only by the difficulty in defining values, but also by the immense diversity of their cultural settings, i.e., the values measure must be suited to the many different historical backgrounds of different societies.
The previous approach to measuring values was to identify the numerous values of each culture, i.e., a multiplevalues approach. An alternate, but rarer, approach is to create a measure of adherence to traditional values that can be applicable to and usable in any culture. (The "adherence" approach is the essence of this article and is discussed subsequently).
The multiple-values approach was attempted by several authors, with three of the most notable being the Values Survey by Rokeach (1973) , the Social Values Survey by Schwartz (1994) , and the World Values Survey by Inglehart et al. (2000) . Those approaches may be praised for their efforts, despite criticisms, and there is an extensive literature on each. But, to avoid lengthening this paper, those approaches (and criticisms) are only briefly described here.
between the values people claim to espouse and any number of other variables that are used in the research on values.
The Traditional Values Scale -Adherence to Values
Rather than debate which values are relevant in different cultures, it was thought that an alternative to finding specific values would be to create a measure of "traditional values" (without naming specific values) that simply asks people how much they live their lives according to the traditional values of their own culture. While some authors criticize the use of a general measure, such a measure has advantages over surveys that use specific values. That is, the general measure avoids problems with specific measures mentioned by Gorsuch (1970) on whether a single item can measure a value, by Gibbins and Walker (1993) on the validity of the individual items, and by Davidov (2008) and Peng, Nisbett, and Wong (1997) on the low discriminant validity of specific items.
In other words, the advantage the general measure has is twofold. One is that it does not use specific items that are subject to the problems of representativeness and validity. The second advantage is that it recognizes that the adults in any nation know the values of their own culture, such that the measure can be used in practical ways to determine the extent to which living by (or not living by) traditional values is related to other variables, including personality and social factors.
Construction of the Traditional Values Scale
The items of the Traditional Values Scale were all newly created statements about living by traditional values. To generate the items, it was theorized that the key to measuring adherence to traditional values was to focus on the reasons people live by their societies' values and to assess the extent that they do so. The logic from the literature on anthropology, sociology, and culture guided the creation of reasons for living by traditional values. For example, Minc (1986) empirically demonstrated that clan survival over short-term (inter-annual) and long-term (pan-generational) time periods depended on lessons transmitted through oral tradition. Thus, the motivation to
The Research Model
This study used the Traditional Values Scale as the central measure, and tested its correlations with selected social and psychological variables (as potential predictors). These were Family Emotional Support, Conscientiousness, Physiological Needs Satisfaction, Safety-Security Needs Satisfaction, Individualism, and Collectivism. Also included were Schwartz's (1994) social values to assess the convergent validity of the Traditional Values measure.
And Life Satisfaction was included as a theoretical "outcome" of living by traditional values. All these variables are explained below.
China and Russia Compared
To test the Traditional Values Scale across cultures, two nations, namely, China and Russia, were chosen to assess how the measure would work in both cultures. Although it might not be obvious, China and Russia have been described as having cultures that are similar in some ways, e.g., Michailova and Hutchings (2006) noted that both countries have "vertical collectivist" cultures. That is, they have some similar social behaviors because they are dutiful in their service to, and in making sacrifices that help the in-group (i.e., one's family members, close friends, and associates).
On the other hand, there are certain differences that exist between the two nations, with religious affiliation an obvious one. In Russia, 72% are Russian Orthodox (Christian), 18% unaffiliated, 5% Muslim, and 5% other (Pew Research, 2014) ; whereas in China 74% are unaffiliated/none, 18% Buddhist, 5% Christian, 2% Muslim, and 1%
other (Pew Research, 2012) . Thus, the majority of Russians follow an orthodox religion, while, in China, virtually the same percent of people claim no religious affiliation. Hence, one might assume that Russians would score higher on the Traditional Values Scale, but in China traditional values have deep historical roots in Confucian teachings, which would also suggest high scores on the Traditional Values measure. Consequently, as there could be innumerable culture-related similarities as well as differences between China and Russia, it was not feasible to propose any specific hypotheses regarding national differences on the new measure.
Conscientiousness -Conscientiousness is one of the Big Five personality measures (Costa & McCrae, 1992) and refers to being competent, orderly, dutiful, self-disciplined, and deliberative. There is research that suggests a relation between conscientiousness and traditional beliefs, e.g., Roberts, Chernyshenko, Stark, and Goldberg (2005) empirically identified six facets of conscientiousness by factor analyzing items from various personality measures, and labeled one "traditionalism." Logically, conscientiousness could relate to traditional values because the established religions require their adherents to be conscientious in their morality and behaviors. That is, there are specific rites and ceremonies that must be carefully and dutifully practiced according to very specific prescriptions in order to preserve ideas that are valued in a culture. Thus, being conscientious may predispose people to live more by the traditional values of their culture.
H(2): The more Conscientiousness people have, the more they will live by their culture's Traditional Values.
Physiological Needs Satisfaction -In Maslow's (1943) theory of motivational needs, the physiological needs (for such things as food and water) are the most basic, such that when they are not sufficiently satisfied people cannot survive, and, thus, will be so preoccupied with satisfying their physiological needs that they forego satisfying other needs. For example, when people are starving, they will eat food from waste baskets, without regard for higher-level needs such as the need for esteem from other people.
Traditional values often place importance on being honorable and ethical, which are learned from parents, schools, Maslow (1943) , in his theory of needs, also considered the Safety-Security Need, i.e., for protection and shelter from various types of dangers, to be a basic need. When this need is not adequately met, people will not endeavor to satisfy higher-level needs, such as esteem from others. For example, when people cannot afford to pay rent for a place to live, they contrive to protect themselves from the cold and rain, e.g., by sleeping in alleyways.
Safety and Security Needs Satisfaction
Similar to the physiological needs, if the safety-security needs are not satisfied people might be so preoccupied seeking safety and security that they would be less likely to abide by traditional values, which tell them to earn honor and respect from others. But, if people's basic need for safety and security are met, they would be more likely to feel contented in life, and be more likely to attend religious ceremonies and listen to sermons about traditional values, and try to live according to them. H(4): The more people's Safety and Security Needs are satisfied, the more they will live by their culture's Traditional Values.
Individualism-Collectivism
Countries have been compared on several dimensions, including the Individualism-Collectivism dimension. According to Hofstede (1980) , this is a single bipolar construct, on which countries range from being individualist on one end, i.e., living according to one's individual wishes and desires and depending on oneself, to being collectivist on the other end, i.e., taking care of each other and suppressing individual desires in favor of benefitting the preferences of the group to which they belong. On that dimension, some research found Russia more individualist and China more collectivist (Giacobbe-Miller, Miller, Zhang, & Victorov, 2003; Tu, Lin, & Chang, 2011) .
Other authors, however, argued that individualism and collectivism may be measured independently. Triandis (1996) viewed them as independent constructs and people can have "vertical" (i.e., hierarchical) and "horizontal" (i.e., equal) relationships to others. Hence, Triandis' measures of "horizontal individualism" and "horizontal collectivism" were used in this study to assess the extent to which individualist or collectivist dimensions were associated with living by traditional values.
As some cultures stress being individualist while others stress being collectivist, it is theoretically possible that both facets may be positively related to living by traditional values. Furthermore, whereas traditional values have been used by societies for many millennia to preserve the existence of their people, it may be assumed that there will be a stronger positive correlation between collectivism and traditional values than between individualism and traditional values. This idea was tested.
H(5): Collectivism will be more strongly correlated than Individualism with living by Traditional Values.
Outcome Variable Life Satisfaction
This was included to assess whether living by traditional values helps people deal with problems and succeed in life. Conceptually, Life Satisfaction was regarded as an "outcome" because, in theory, living by traditional values has helped people overcome hardships for many generations. Consequently, if traditional values build character and help people overcome difficulties, then people should be able to achieve more in their lives, and thus be more satisfied with what they have achieved.
H(6): The more people live by Traditional Values, the more Life Satisfaction they will have.
Comparative Variable Social Values
Schwartz's (1994) Social Values Scale (SVS) is a set of principles that he attempted to test for their universality.
The items included personal ideals, such as "inner harmony," and social ideals, such as "social justice." Apart from whether those items are shared by all cultures, the research question in this study was whether those specific items (when averaged) would correlate with the Traditional Values measure, which focused on the extent to which people live according to traditional values. Thus, Schwartz's (1994) 
Method Respondents
In total, there were 635 (379 female, 256 male) adult respondents in the two nations. From China there were 321 (167 females, 154 males), and from Russia there were 314 (212 females, 102 males). All were adults, aged 25 to 92 years (M = 46.07, SD = 14.35). For China, the ages were 25 to 92 (M = 47.31, SD = 13.52), and for Russia the ages were 25 to 84 (M = 44.80, SD = 15.06). For Education (combined data), 5 had none, 24 primary school, 200 secondary school, 337 a bachelor degree, and 69 a master degree or higher. For China, 4 had none, 18 primary school, 107 secondary school, 169 a bachelor degree, and 23 a master degree or higher. For Russia, 1 had none, 6 primary school, 93 secondary school, 168 a bachelor degree, and 46 a master degree or higher.
On Marital Status, 131 were single, 456 were married, and 38 were other (divorced, widowed). For China, 67
were single, 242 were married, and 12 were other. For Russia, 64 were single, 214 were married, and 36 were other. On Monthly Income, the data were not combined because of the different currencies, but the categories were created to depict five levels, i.e., very low, low, average, high, very high. For China (in RMB): 101 received less than 3,000; 84 had 3,000-4,999; 62 had 5,000-6,999; 35 had 7,000-8,999; and 39 had 9,000 or more; for Russia (in Rubles), 13 received less than 5,000, 136 had 5,000-14,999, 88 had 15,000-24,999, 46 had 25,000-34,999, and 31 had 35,000 or more. 
Measures
Age and Religion were recorded as given by the respondents. Dichotomous or increasing function "dummy coding" was used for the other demographics: Gender (0 = females, 1 = males), Education (0 = none, 1 = primary, 2 = secondary, 3 = bachelor degree, 4 = master degree or higher), and Marital Status (1 = single, 2 = married). For
Other Assessed Variables
Family Emotional Support -For this measure, 10 items were obtained from Procidano and Heller's (1983) 20-item Perceived Family Social Support scale. Whereas it was expected that support received from (rather than given to) one's family could influence one's traditional values, only the 10 items that focused on received support were used. A sample item was ''My family gives me the moral support I need." The reliabilities for the 10-item scale in this study were .80 for China, .87 for Russia, and .84 for the combined sample.
Conscientiousness -To assess Conscientiousness, its Perfectionism subscale was deemed the most representative, but the items did not all exist in one scale. Thus, this 10-item scale was composed of four items from the Perfectionism scale of the HEXACO Personality Inventory (Lee & Ashton, 2004) , two items from the Abridged Big-Five dimensional Circumplex Model (AB5C) (Hofstee, deRaad, & Goldberg, 1992) , and one item from the revised version of the NEO Personality Inventory (NEO-PI-R; Costa & McCrae, 1992) . To strengthen the "perfectionism" focus of the measure, three new items were added, i.e., "Dislike mistakes," "Like things to be in order,"
and "Am not bothered by mistakes" [R] . The reliabilities for this scale were .77 for China, .78 for Russia, and .80 for the combined sample. Taormina and Gao (2013) that assesses the degree to which people feel their needs are satisfied by asking how much they agree or disagree that they are satisfied with the basic physiological requirements for life (the items). A sample item was "The amount of food that I eat every day." Responses were on a 5-point Likert scale that ranged from 1 (completely unsatisfied) to 5 (completely satisfied). The reliabilities for this scale were .87 for China, .89 for Russia, and .87 for the combined sample. Taormina & Gao, 2013 ) that assesses the degree to which respondents feel their needs are satisfied by asking how much they agree or disagree that they are completely satisfied with conditions (the items) that are basic requirements for the time, I rarely rely on others," "I often do 'my own thing'," and "My personal identity is very important to me."
Physiological Needs Satisfaction -This was measured with a 15-item scale developed by

Safety and Security Needs Satisfaction -This was also measured with a 15-item scale (from
The reliabilities for this scale were .80 for China, .68 for Russia, and .75 for the combined sample.
The Collectivism items were: "If a coworker gets a prize, I would feel proud," "To me, pleasure is spending time with others," "The well-being of my coworkers is important to me," and "I feel good when I cooperate with others."
The reliabilities for this scale in this study were .75 for China, .78 for Russia, and .77 for the combined sample.
Procedure
Stratified random sampling was used to achieve quotas for age groups (the strata) that represent the populations of the countries. As children and most college students depend on their parents or guardians to satisfy many needs, and people past college age are more likely to experience the vicissitudes of life that engage their value systems, only people aged 25 years and over were sampled in each country, representing over 70% of the national (Chinese and Russian) populations. That is, for those ages: 69% are aged 25-54 years, 17% are aged 55-64 years, and 14% are 65 years of age and above (Central Intelligence Agency, 2015) .
For random sampling, in both countries, research assistants were recruited and trained to use random selection to obtain data from shopping malls, parks, bus stops, apartment buildings, and sidewalks, where adults of all ages could be found. Randomness was achieved by using random numbers (e.g., every fifth person) to select people in the various locations (e.g. walking on the sidewalk). This method assumes there is no systematic order (of attitude, characteristic, or type) among people living in and/or walking around different parts of a city, and thus have an equal chance of being selected (Burns & Bush, 2005) .
Guidelines of the British Psychological Society for ethical research were followed. Respondents were told the purpose of the study and asked to participate. They were informed verbally and in writing about their rights to refuse to participate or to withdraw from the study, that their names and personally identifying information were not being asked, and that their answers would be kept confidential so they could never be individually identified.
Those who agreed were given a questionnaire, which took about 10 minutes to complete, and was collected on site when finished.
Results
Parametrics of the Traditional Values Scale (TVS)
Descriptive statistics for the 16 items of the Traditional Values Scale revealed a Mean of 3.86 (SD = 0.62; scale range = 1.88 to 5.00) on the 5-point scale. Overall skewness was -0.40, and, for the individual items, their skew averaged -0.69. Only one item, namely, "I live by traditional values for the integrity of my family," exceeded ±0.84 skew (at -1.02), possibly because most respondents (71%) were married, and adherence to traditional values in a family is the basis of its safety and integrity as the institution of the family is a translator and conductor of traditional values. Asymmetry of the remaining items was less than ±1, with similar standard errors (all < 0.10).
Together, the results showed relative symmetry of the data for the individual items and the overall scale, and a slight tendency for respondents in both nations to adhere to traditional values. Also, the standard deviations of all the items (range = 0.77 to 1.01) showed high differentiating force. Hence, further calculations were performed using parametric statistics. Exploratory factor analysis (using principal components, varimax rotation, and Kaiser normalization) was also conducted on the new 16-item Traditional Values Scale for the pooled data (separate analyses for the nations had virtually identical results, so the data were combined for this test). The results yielded two factors that explained a total of 60.58% of the variance, and were significantly correlated (r = .73, p < .001). Factor 1 contained 10 items that explained 52.07% of the total dispersion, uniting Items 1 to 9, which reflected adherence to traditional values based on personal motives, with Item 10 ("I live by traditional values at home"). Factor 2 explained 8.51% of the total dispersion, and united Items 11 to 16, which characterize adherence to traditional values in different public situations. Based on the item wording and loadings, the two factors were named "Personal Traditional Values" and "Public Traditional Values," respectively. Further statistics were conducted for all three scales, namely: The overall scale with all 16 items, the 10-item scale of personal adherence to traditional values, and the 6-item scale of public adherence to traditional values. The factor analysis results are shown in Table 1 . Split-half reliability was also tested by dividing the scale into even and odd items, and assessing the correlation between the two sets of items. Using the Spearman-Brown formula, the reliability indexes were: r = .96 for the 16-item TVS Scale; r = .94 for the TVS Personal Scale; and r = .91 for the TVS Public Scale (all ps < .001). These results suggest that all three scales have high reliabilities and are relatively free from measurement error.
Concurrent validity was also tested by examining the TVS scales' correlations with the Schwartz (1994) 
Test for Common Method Bias
As a questionnaire was used, common-method bias was assessed with Harman's (1960) factor analytic approach. This employs a maximum-likelihood factor analysis of all the variables (excluding the dependent variable because high correlations may be expected) and uses a forced, one-factor solution. The resultant Chi-square value is then divided by the degrees of freedom to assess whether the items fit into a single factor; that is, a ratio of less than 2.00:1 would indicate a single factor, reflecting common-method bias. For the present study, the ratio was 20.51:1, indicating that common-method bias was not a concern.
Demographics and Traditional Values
Correlations for the combined country data were used to test the overall 16-item Traditional Values Scale with the demographics; except Religion, tested by ANOVA (for Marital Status only single and married categories were used). Gender and Education yielded no significance, but there were significant positive correlations for Age, r = .23 (p < .001), Marital Status, r = .19, (p < .001), Monthly Income, r = .14 (p < .005), Strength of Religious Conviction, r = .09 (p < .05), and Area of Residence (higher values meant higher population density), r = .15, (p < .001). For Religion, the ANOVA yielded no significant mean differences among any groups.
Tests of the Hypotheses
To test Hypotheses 1 to 4, and 6 to 7, which predicted significant correlations between the TVS and six other variables, correlations were computed (whereas the hypotheses were directional, 1-tailed tests were used). For H(1), which stated that the more Family Emotional Support people have, the more they will live by Traditional Values, the correlation was r = .29, p < .001, which supported this hypothesis.
Regarding H(2), i.e., that the more Conscientiousness people have, the more they will live by Traditional Values, the result was r = .26, p < .001, which supported this hypothesis. For H(3), i.e., that the more people's Physiological Needs are satisfied, the more they will live by Traditional Values, the correlation was r = .20, p < .001, which lent support to this hypothesis. And regarding H(4), namely, that the more one's Safety and Security Needs are satisfied, the more they will live by Traditional Values, the correlation was r = .14, p < .001, which supported this hypothesis.
To test Hypothesis 5, which predicted that living by Traditional Values will be more strongly correlated with Collectivism than with Individualism, it was necessary to compare the strengths of the two correlations. As they are dependent correlations, this was done by converting each correlation coefficient into a z-score (using Fisher's r-to-z Psychological Thought 2016, Vol. 9(2), 197-221 doi:10.5964/psyct.v9i2.202 transformation) and computing the asymptotic covariance of the estimates. The result for the combined data (using a 1-tailed test because the hypothesis specified a direction) was z = 3.58, p < .001. The score for China was z = 1.62, p < .05, and for Russia was z = 3.38, p < .001. Thus, all the results supported this hypothesis.
For H(6), i.e., the more people live by Traditional Values, the more Life Satisfaction they will have, the correlation was r = .29, p < .001, which supported this hypothesis. For H(7), i.e., that Social Values will be significantly and positively correlated with the extent to which people live by Traditional Values, the correlation was r = .34, p < .001, which supported this hypothesis. All the correlations are shown in Table 2 . (Schwartz, 1994) . Note. For demographic coding see the Measures section. For significance levels, 1-tailed tests were used for variables 1-8 because the hypotheses predicted their directions, and 2-tailed tests were used for the demographics (Variables 9-15). *p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .005. ****p < .001.
Cross-Cultural Means Comparisons
Using t-tests, comparisons were computed between China and Russia on their mean scores for the 16- Means comparisons were also run for differences on the remaining variables, with the Russian scores significantly higher on Personal Accomplishment, Family Emotional Support, Conscientiousness, and Collectivism, while the Chinese scores were significantly higher on Physiological Needs Satisfaction and Safety-Security Needs Satisfaction. There were no significant differences on Individualism, Social Values, or Life Satisfaction. See Table 3 . 
Regressions
To assess the strengths of the correlations, nine stepwise multiple regressions were run to compare the independent and demographic variables for their abilities to predict scores on the three Traditional Values measures. The first three regressions were on the overall 16-item Traditional Values Scale for China, Russia, and their combined data. For China (N = 321), a total of 31% of the variance for the TVS was predicted by seven variables, F(7,313) = 21.94, p < .001, with the strongest predictors being Family Emotional Support for 17% of the variance, SafetySecurity Needs Satisfaction for 6%, and Age for 3%. The remaining variance (5%) was explained by Conscientiousness, Physiological Needs Satisfaction, Collectivism, and Income.
For Russia (N = 314), 26% of the variance for the overall TVS was predicted by five variables, F(5,308) = 22.51, p < .001, with the strongest predictors being Collectivism for 10% of the variance, Age for 10%, and Family Emotional Support for 4%. The remaining variance (2%) was explained by Conscientiousness and Residence (living in a densely populated area).
For the combined country data (N = 635), 27% of the variance for the overall TVS was predicted by seven variables, F(7,627) = 34.32, p < .001, with the strongest predictors being Collectivism for 9% of the variance, Age for 7%, and Family Emotional Support for 6%. The remaining variance (5%) was explained by Conscientiousness, Income, Physiological Needs Satisfaction, and Residence. These results are shown in Table 4 .
Regressions were also run for the 10-item Personal Traditional Values Scale for China, Russia, and their combined data. For China, 27% of the variance was predicted by five variables, F(5,315) = 24.91, p < .001, with the strongest predictor being Family Emotional Support for 18% of the variance, followed by Safety-Security Needs Satisfaction for 4%, and Age for 3%. The remaining variance (2%) was explained by Conscientiousness and Education. For the combined country data, 23% of the variance for the Personal Traditional Values Scale was predicted by seven variables, F(7,627) = 28.28, p < .001, with the strongest predictors being Age for 9% of the variance, Family Emotional Support for 7%, and Collectivism for 3%. The remaining variance (4%) was explained by Conscientiousness, Safety-Security Needs Satisfaction, Income, and Residence. These results are in Table 5 .
The last three regressions were run for the 6-item Public Traditional Values Scale for China, Russia, and for the pooled data. For China, 29% of the variance for the Public TVS was predicted by six variables, F(6,314) = 22.57, p < .001, with the strongest being Physiological Needs Satisfaction for 11% of the variance, Conscientiousness for 7%, Marital Status for 5%, and Collectivism for 3%. The remaining variance (3%) was explained by Family Emotional Support, and Safety-Security Needs Satisfaction.
For Russia, 21% of the variance for the Public TVS was predicted by five variables, F(5,308) = 17.86, p < .001, with the strongest predictors being Age for 7% of the variance, Collectivism for 6%, and Conscientiousness for 4%. The remaining variance (4%) was explained by Family Emotional Support, and Residence.
For the combined data, 25% of the variance for the Public TVS was predicted by seven variables, F(7,627) = 30.59, p < .001, the strongest predictors being Collectivism for 9% of the variance, Age for 5%, Conscientiousness for 4%, and Family Emotional Support for 3%. The remaining variance (4%) was explained by Physiological Needs Satisfaction, Income, and Residence. Results are in Table 6 . 
Discussion
Parametrics of the New Traditional Values Scale
Psychometric analyses of the data for the new Traditional Values Scale were carried out using several methods.
Results for the items showed normal distributions (with relatively minimal levels of asymmetry or excess), corresponding with the known rules for developing psychological measures. Internal consistency of the Traditional Values Scales was assessed by Cronbach alphas and correlations; and scale reliabilities were tested by the splithalf method. All results displayed values that are well in accord with and satisfy accepted psychometric standards.
Furthermore, concurrent validity was tested on the basis of correlations between the Traditional Values Scales and the Social Values measure (Schwartz, 1994) , which yielded significant positive associations, indicating congruence of all three Traditional Values Scales with a similar scale. Thus, the reliabilities, consistency, and validity of the Traditional Values Scales conformed well to psychometric standards (Anastasi & Urbina, 1997; Schmitt, 1996) .
Demographic Differences on Traditional Values
Of the eight demographics tested with the 16-item TVS Scale, Gender, Education, and Religion were not significant, but the other five demographics had significant positive correlations. For Age, living by traditional values increased with age. This may seem to imply that young people have given up traditional values, but that may not be the case. That is, Davis (2004) , analyzed several generations from 1917 to 1990 and found liberal attitudes among young people in every generation, but also found return trends, suggesting that, later in life (i.e., after they start working) young people might discover how important traditional mores are for integrating into society. 
Cross-Cultural Means Comparisons on Traditional Values
The mean differences between China and Russia showed some interesting results, especially for the Personal Regarding observance of traditional values in public, Russians scored significantly higher than the Chinese.
Russians seem strongly concerned with public opinions about public behavior, which Triandis (1994) suggested is typical of countries with strong community traditions. This is especially true in Russia, e.g., Semenov (2015) noted that, in modern Russia, Orthodox-Russian and collectivist-socialist mentalities prevail among the people. This is known as "sobornost," which Berdyaev (1946) regarded as a way of thinking that gives public interests priority over personal interests. The historical roots for this date to the start of Orthodox Christianity, circa 1054 AD (Efremenko & Evseeva, 2012) , which stressed service to the community, or collectivity, to aid survival because people shared a common fate. As Laslett (1988) noted, in those times "The only sources from which support might be forthcoming were the extended kin -that is… the 'collectivity' -friends and neighbours, along with the church and charitable institutions, as well as the village" (p. 154). This could explain why collectivism is so important in Russia (see Lossky, 1951) .
Furthermore, as Russians are characterized by strong collectivism, it is not surprising to find a strong positive correlation between Collectivism and Public Traditional Values for Russia (r = .26, p < .001). Also, despite some recent research that suggests a strengthening of individualistic tendencies in Russia, especially among young people (Pochebut & Beznosov, 2013) , the present results indicate that collectivistic cultural orientations are still strong. That is, the mean scores for Russian Individualism and Collectivism were both high.
Predictors of Traditional Values Across Cultures
In the regressions, the predictor variables showed commonalities and differences across the countries. For the regression on the overall TVS, Conscientiousness, Family Emotional Support, Collectivism, and Age were significant positive predictors in both nations, suggesting that these factors play an important role in the decision to live by traditional values. Some differences also were found, i.e., Physiological Needs Satisfaction, Safety-Security Needs Satisfaction, and Income were predictors in China but not in Russia, while Residence was a predictor in Russia but not in China. For China, the reason Age was not a predictor of Public Values might be explained by the fact that, from early childhood, children are socialized to abide by traditional values in most situations in order for the family to not lose face (Ho, 1981) . For example, children must show respect for elders in public and in private. And location would not matter in China because society requires abiding by traditional mores in all situations. Also for China, the fact that Physiological and Safety-Security Needs Satisfaction were predictors supports Maslow's (1943) theory that these factors predict higher needs, such as esteem (Taormina & Gao, 2013) . For Marital Status, in China, marriage strongly connects people to their in-law families, thus requiring them to demonstrate that they abide by traditional values in a larger public arena.
Conclusions
The main objective of this research was to create and empirically confirm the validity and reliability of a new measure for traditional values that could be used across cultures. The measure was tested in two nations with different cultures, i.e., China and Russia, and the data confirmed the structural and criterion validities of 
Future Research
As the main objective of this research was to create a new, valid, and reliable scale to measure traditional values across countries and cultures, as well as within any given culture, and the results strongly confirmed the viability of the overall scale and its subscales, the Traditional Values measures can now be used for extended empirical purposes. The most obvious is to compare various other nations on the extent to which their people live according to traditional values.
Another use of the new measure would be to investigate variables that are related to, or that might influence, the extent to which people live according to traditional values. For example, in the present study, receiving emotional support from one's family was found to be a significant predictor of the extent that people live according to traditional values in both China and Russia. Other variables that may be studied in relation to traditional values could include more of the Big Five personality characteristics, i.e., agreeableness, extraversion, neuroticism, and openness.
Future research could also examine the extent to which living by traditional values might have an impact on certain life outcomes. For example, in the present study, the full Traditional Values Scale and both subscales were positively and significantly related to feelings of life satisfaction. Future studies could investigate the extent to which living by traditional values might impact outcomes such as feelings of belongingness, esteem, or self-actualization (Maslow, 1943) , or influence people's personal resilience, i.e., the ability to recover from traumatic events. Thus, the new Traditional Values Scale could stimulate many areas of ground-breaking research.
Funding
The authors have no funding to report.
